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PROCEEDI NGS
[7:06 p.m]

MR. CAMERON. (Good eveni ng, everybody. M nane is
Chip Caneron, | amthe Special Counsel for Public Liaison at
the NRC, and | would |ike to welcone you to the NRC s public
nmeeti ng on the devel opnent of the Ceneric
BEvatuwat+oenEnvi ronnent al | npact Statenment on React or
Deconmi ssioning, and it is ny pleasure to serve as the
noder at or for tonight's neeting.

And | would like to cover three things briefly
with you before we get into the substance of tonight's
program One are the objectives of the neeting. A second
thing is the format and ground rules. And the third itemis
| want to give you a brief overview of the agenda tonight,
so you will know what to expect.

In terns of objectives, the NRCis here tonight to
provi de you with information on the Environnental |npact
St at enent process, why we are preparing a Generic

Envi ronnental | npact Statenent on Reactor Deconm ssioning,
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and also to give you sone background i nformati on on reactor

decomm ssioning. But, nost inportantly, we are here tonight
to listen to your comments, your suggestions, your advice on
the issues that the NRC should evaluate in preparing the
Envi ronnental | npact Statenent.

And in this regard, this neeting at this stage of
t he Environnental |npact Statenent process is called
scopi ng, and the Environnental |npact Statenent that the NRC
is preparing is designed to assist us in making decisions on
react or decomn ssioning issues, and scoping hel ps the NRC to
identify information on the types of environnmental inpacts
and the alternatives that should be evaluated by the NRC in
preparing this Environnmental |npact Statenent.

We are also asking for witten coments on the
scoping i ssues, but we are here with you tonight to talk to
you in person about these issues. | think the presentations
you hear tonight will give you an opportunity to hear what
ot her people in the audi ence have to say on these issues,
and may hel p you prepare any witten coments that you want
to send in to us on these scoping issues, and we are goi ng
to have nore details on that.

But | just want to enphasize that even if you

don't file any witten conments, any comrents that you give
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us tonight will be considered as comments on the scoping

i Ssues.

In terns of ground rules for tonight's neeting,
they are pretty sinple. W are going to have sone brief
presentations, two brief presentations by the NRC staff and
our consultants on this particular effort. After each of
t hose presentations, we are going to go out to you for
guestions and conments, so that that will make the neeting a
little bit nore invigorating, a little bit nore interactive.

After those presentations and di scussion peri ods,
we will go out for open discussion on any issues that you
m ght want to address. And | will give people who want to
make a formal statenment an opportunity to nake a forma
statenent. Again, | enphasize the fact that any comments

that you make during the discussion periods after the

presentation, those will be treated as comments in scoping,
just as the formal statenents will be treated as comments in
scopi ng.

| f you want to say sonething, just signal nme and |
will bring the m crophone over to you, and pl ease state your
name and affiliation, if appropriate, for the transcript.
We are keeping a transcript so that we have a record of your

comments. And | would just ask you to try to be concise in
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your comrents. W are not setting any set tinme [imt on

anybody, but we do make sure that everybody gets a chance to
talk tonight, so | may have to ask you to sumrari ze so that
we can nobve on to soneone el se. But since we are not sort
of bargingbul dging out fromthe rafters here with people, |
think we will have plenty of tinme for all the discussion
that you want to get into tonight.

And | guess with that, that pretty nuch gives you
an overview of what we are going to be doing. And we are
going to go to Dino Scaletti fromthe NRC staff in a mnute
to come up and do a presentation for us, and then we will go
out to you for questions and comments. And | would just
thank you for all comng out tonight and we | ook forward to
listening to you.

And, Dino, are you going to introduce, you know,
all of our contractors and everythi ng?

MR, SCALETTI: Yes.

MR. CAMERON. Ckay. All set?

MR, SCALETTI: Yes.

MR. CAMERON. All right. This is Dino Scaletti
fromthe Ofice of Nuclear Reactor Regul ation.

MR. SCALETTI: Thank you, Chip. | guess it would

be appropriate right now to introduce the people fromthe
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Nucl ear Regul atory Conmmi ssion here. And starting with Dr.

M ke Masni k, he is the Section Chief of the Deconm ssioning
Secti on.

Ms. Ann Hodgdon, who is a Senior Attorney is the
O fice of General Counsel, who is doing decomm ssioning work
for us.

M. Dave Wona, who is a Project Manager in the
O fice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation in the Decommi ssioning
Section, who also works for -- | work for Mke Msnik, and
so does Dave.

John Hi ckman, who is, again, another Project
Manager in our section.

Stew Brown, who is a Project Manager in the Ofice
of NMVSS.

M. JimWIson, who is a Project Manager and an
Envi ronnental Reviewer, and he is not in the Decomm ssioning
Section, but he does a lot of work with us.

Ms. Phillis Sobel, | believe is here sonepl ace,
fromthe Ofice of NVSS

Ms. Panmel a All oway-Mieller is here fromthe Public
Affairs Ofice in Region II1I.

That is Bruce Jorgensen, who is here from Region

11, and the Deconm ssioning Section Chief for the



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

46
Deconmi ssioning Section in Region II1.

And have | m ssed any NRC peopl e? Pardon? Well,
Eva is not -- | amgoing to get to her. And we have two
menbers with us tonight from Pacific Northwest Laboratories
who have contracted to us to help us with the Generic
Envi ronnental |npact Statenent, Ms. Eva Hi ckey and M.
Steven Short.

Wth that, again, | would like to -- you know ny
name -- | would like to thank you for comng to this public
scoping neeting. | amgoing to take a few mnutes to give
you an overvi ew of why and how the NRC plans to develop a
Ceneric Environnmental |npact Statenent for Deconmm ssioning
React or s.

First, | would Iike to tell you about our agency.
The NRC was forned as a result of the Atom c Energy Act of
1994, the Energy Reorgani zation Act of 1974. The NRC s
mssion is to regulate the nation's civil, civilian use of
nucl ear materials to ensure adequate protection to the
health and safety of the public and workers, and to protect
t he environnment, and provide for the comon defense and
security. Next slide.

The NRC mission is acconplished through the

regul ation, licensing, inspection and enforcenent of nuclear
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reactors fromthe tine of construction through the

term nation of the |icense follow ng deconm ssioning. The
NRC regul ations are issued under Title 10 of the United
St ates Code of Federal Reactors.

For commerci al power reactors, the Nuclear
Regul atory function includes of these facilities. The
nucl ear power plant |icense is based on a set of established
regul atory requirenents that ensures the design and proposed
operation are performed and based on radiol ogi cal safety
st andar ds.

The NRC conducts routine inspections to ensure
that the plant design and operation confornms to the |icense
requi renents, and enforcenent actions are taken in the event
that they find any of the license requirenents have not been
satisfied.

NRC s responsibility for a nucl ear power plant,
for a nuclear power reactor are for the entire life cycle of
the facility, construction through license term nation. And
the NRC maintains the license and continues to regul ate
t hrough the decomm ssioning process until a license is
termnated. It is the decomm ssioning process that is the
focus of this nmeeting tonight. The NRC is concerned with

nucl ear power plant safety and with the protection of the
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envi ronnent .

Wth that brief background, | would like to
di scuss why we are here tonight. The purpose of this
nmeeting is to discuss the Generic Environnental |npact
St at enent on the deconmm ssioning of permanently shut down
nucl ear power reactors that the NRC proposes to wite. W
are going to describe the process set forth by the National
Environnmental Policy Act or NEPA for devel oping this Generic
Environnental |npact Statenent, as well as provide you with
sonme background information on nucl ear reactor
decomi ssi oni ng.

Today's neeting is not a formal hearing, but is an
opportunity for the NRC to gather information about the
public's potential concerns about the environnment inpact
from decomi ssioning. The NRC will develop the Generic
Envi ronnental |npact Statenment in accordance with the NRC s
responsi bility under the National Environnmental Policy Act.

Today's neeting al so provides us with an
opportunity to describe to you the steps that occur during
the preparation of a Generic Environnmental |npact Statenent
and to tell you the schedule that will be used to devel op
t hi s docunent.

Next, | want to tal k about the NEPA process. The
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Nat i onal Environnmental Policy Act was enacted in 1969. NEPA

pl aces the responsibility on federal agencies to consider
significant aspects of the environnental inpact of a
proposed action. It requires that all federal agencies use
a systematic approach to consider environnmental inpacts
during the deci sion-nmaki ng.

The NEPA process also is structured to ensure that
federal agencies will informthe public that it has indeed
consi dered environnmental concerns in its decision-nmaking
process, and invite the public participation to evaluate the
process. This neeting is part of the process. Also, this
nmeeting is required by 10 CFR Part 51 of our regul ations.

NEPA requires that an Environnental | npact
St at enent or assessnent be prepared for all major federal
actions. Supplenents to drafts of Final ElISs are required
when there is significant circunmstances or information
rel evant to the environnental concerns. This is the
situation we are in with the new regul ati on and the
addi ti onal experience fromdecomm ssioning facilities and it
is an appropriate tine to supplenment and revise the original
CGeneric Environnmental |npact Statenent.

Ceneric Environnmental |npact Statenents are

allowed in cases where there is need to address generic
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i npacts that are common to a nunber of simlar proposed

actions or simlar facilities. The action we are |ooking
at, as | nmentioned previously, is deconm ssioning of nuclear
power reactors.

What exactly is a Ceneric Environnental | npact
St atenent for deconmm ssioning? It identifies the
envi ronnment al inpact that may be consi dered generic for al
nucl ear reactor facilities. It also identifies the
environnmental inpacts that need to be considered in nore
detail for a specific facility. Next slide.

The Generic Environnental [npact Statement will
exam ne a range of environnmental inpacts resulting fromthe
range of differences in nuclear facility designs,
decommi ssi oni ng nethods and facility |locations. Next slide.

Wiy are we suppl enenting the CGeneric Environnenta
| npact Statement for decomm ssioning? The original
statenent for deconm ssioning was published in 1988,
therefore, it is over 12 years old. A lot of new
i nformati on has been gained since that tinme. In addition,
in 1988, there was an increase in the amunt of
decommi ssi oni ng experience. In the US., currently 21
nucl ear facilities have permanently ceased operations. As a

result of this experience, there are over 300 years of
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decommi ssi oni ng experience before the NRC. There is a | ot

of information avail able regardi ng the environnmental inpacts
of decomm ssi oni ng conmerci al nucl ear power plants.

As | said previously, the original Generic
Envi ronnental | npact Statenent was published in 1988 as
NUREG 0586. It |ooked at decomm ssioning of all sorts of
facilities that hold licenses with the NRC. The revised
Ceneric Environnmental |npact Statenent, however, will only
address permanently shutdown reactors and will not include
decommi ssi oni ng of fuel fabrication plants or independent
spent fuel storage facilities, nor non-power reactors. It
will, however, be published as a supplenent to the original
i npact statenent, NUREG 0586, so that the information
related to decomm ssioning other types of facilities wll
still be contained in the original inpact statenent, but the
new i nformation | earned from deconm ssi oni ng of comerci al
power reactors since 1988 will be contained in the
suppl emrent, draft suppl enment devel oped later this year.

The NEPA process follows certain steps the NRCis
required to follow -- follow this process, which provides
consistency for all EISs prepared for by all federal
agencies. The first step in this process is the Notice of

Intent which is published in the Federal Register. The
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Notice of Intent inforns the public that an EISis going to

be published. The notice outlines what the process is going
to be, invites the public to come and participate, announces
the location and tine of the public neetings, and desi gnates
the contact at the NRC for nore infornmation.

The Notice of Intent for this action was published
-- the first Notice of Intent was published in the Federal
Regi ster on March 14th, 2000. The second notice identifying
this | ocation was published in early April, | believe Apri
11th of this year.

In addition to this neeting, other public neetings
will be held in Boston, Atlanta, and San Franci sco. Scoping
nmeetings are used early in the NEPA process to help the
federal agenci es deci de what issues should be discussed in
the EIS. It helps us define the proposed action and
determ ne any peripheral issues that may be associated with
t he proposed acti on.

Scoping identifies other related actions such as
ot her environnental assessnments or other Environnental
| npact Statements that are being perforned by other state
and federal agencies, so that may inpact on the
decomm ssioning activities, which allows us to coordinate

with other state and federal agencies early in the process.
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Public comrents on the scope of the GEIS nust be received by

July 15t h, 2000.

Transcri pts and neeting summaries will be issued
shortly foll ow ng each of the scoping neetings. Al
comments will be summari zed and addressed in a scoping
summary report, and that report is scheduled to be issued
sonetime in md-July -- md to late July, | should say.

Once scoping is acconplished, the NRC will perform
an eval uation of the environnental inpacts associated with
t he deconmi ssioning process. After the NRC has conducted
t he environnental evaluation, we will issue a Draft
Environnental |npact Statenment for public comment. 1In this
case it will be a draft supplenent to NUREG 0586. It is
schedul ed to be published in early 2001.

After we gather coments and evaluate them it may
change the position in the EIS based on those coments.
Those comments will be identified and eval uated, again, and
if significant changes are nade in the draft, then this
woul d require additional public neetings.

W will issue the Final EIS, and that is schedul ed
to be done in |ate 2001.

W have, to assist you, if people want to comrent,

we have put together excerpted portions of NUREG 0586, which
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you probably saw comng in. In that are portions of the
original Draft Environnmental -- Generic Draft -- Final Draft
Environnental -- Final Ceneric Environnental |npact
Statenent for power reactors. It is only the power reactor

section, the introduction of the power reactor section, so
this is mainly what we will be supplenenting in the upcom ng
| npact St atenent.

That woul d concl ude ny presentati on.

MR. CAMERON. Let's see if there is any questions
for you, Dino, on your presentation. Does anybody have a
guestion?

M chael, if you could just give your nanme and
affiliation for the transcript, please.

MR. KLEBE: Sure. M nane is Mchael Klebe. | am
with the Illinois Departnent of Nuclear Safety. A couple of
your overheads indicated that there was new i nformation
since the report was originally produced in 1988. Could you
identify in sone sort of terns what that new information is?

MR. SCALETTI: Certainly. There is -- we have new
regul ations that were pronulgated in 1996 regarding
decommi ssioning. There are also a |arge nunber of plants,
Troj an, Mine Yankee, Haddam Neck, who are all under active

decommi ssioning, and this information will be revi ewed and
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eval uated in the Environnental |npact Statenent.

MR. CAMERON. Let's |let M chael supplenent.

DR MASNIK: | am M ke Masni k. | think, you know,
when we say that a docunment was produced in 1988, it is
based on data that was probably five or six years earlier
than that, because we go through the EIS process, which is a
nunber of years, and the collection of data. So, we
generated the 1988 CGEI S based on data that was collected in
the early '80s. W didn't have nuch experience in
decommi ssioning facilities back then. 1In fact, | don't
believe we had any as far as power reactors are concerned,
comerci al reactors.

So, there is a lot of enpirical data that has been
generated since '88, things |like estimtes of worker
exposure. A lot of those estimtes were based on just -- |
woul dn't say a guess, but we figured it would take so many
hours to renove a piece of pipe. W think that it would be
inafield of approximtely so many MRmi || irem per hour.

And for that particular task, it would take so many
person-remto acconplish it.

Well, it turns out now we have good data where the
| i censees have actually done that kind of work, and we are

hoping to get that information fromthe |icensees and factor
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that into the GEIS, so that the docunent that we are going

to produce will take advantage of a | ot of the experience
that the industry has gained since '88.

Did that answer your question?

MR. KLEBE: Sort of, but no. | guess the worker
exposure, okay, that is the types of things that | am
| ooking for, is what specific issues have caused you to go
through this. | nean | realize that there have been a
nunber of plants that have gone through deconm ssioni ng, but
what about those decomm ssioning activities occurred, or did
you find that really sparked the need update the CEl S?
mean was there sonmething so dramatically different in terns
of worker exposure, volune produced, you know, vol une of
either high | evel waste or | ow |l evel radioactive waste
spent? | nean are you tal king about differences in disposal
nmet hodol ogi es or decomm ssi oni ng net hodol ogi es? Are you
| ooki ng at entonmbnent? | mean what basically got the bug in
your bonnet to change this requirenment?

DR MASNIK: | can talk a little bit about waste
vol unes, for exanple. There has been, because of the way
utilities are charged for the disposal of waste, there has
been a tremendous effort for volume reduction. So a |ot of

the estimates for volunme that were in the '88 were unusually
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hi gh. And when we | ooked at the what the actual vol unes of

waste that are being shipped fromplants that being
decomni ssioned, they are significantly lower, so there is a
bi g change t here.

Cost is another factor that has changed to sone
extent since the '88. So everything you nentioned were
factors in the decision to go ahead and probably update the
-- well, to go ahead and update the GEIS. | think we felt
that 12 or 13 years is a long tine to go between relying on
a docunent like GEIS, and particularly since there has been
so nmuch in the way of advancenments in the field.

MR. CAMERON. It may be that after Eva Hi ckey's
presentation that sone of this nay becone clearer to you
Did you have a --

MR. SCALETTI: W have al so had requests fromthe
Envi ronnent Protection Agency, fromthe industry and the
public at nmeetings to update this, so it is a conbination of
all of those.

MR. CAMERON. Did you have any assunption in your
m nd about why we mght be -- why the NRC is doing this?

MR. KLEBE: No, | just wanted to know why. | nean
you just had this CGeneric -- we had this report out there,

we think it is tinme to update it. But fromny perspective
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as, you know, soneone that is sort of involved init, is the

| acki ng of the understanding of why, the actual specifics as
to why you took -- that is all, | amjust trying to
under st and.

MR. CAMERON: When we are done with Eva's

presentation, if you are still unclear about sonme of this,
we will go back to that.
Just -- excuse ne. State your nane.

MR. SHORT: Steve Short with Pacific Northwest
National Lab. W did the studies that supported that
earlier CGEIS and sone of the assunptions that we nade about
how decommi ssi oni ng woul d proceed are dramatically different
now. For instance, we assuned you had to segnent the steam
generators and pressure vessels, reactor pressure vessels,
and that is not necessarily happening, and that is where a
| ot of your dose segnents is com ng now, and sonme of your
wast e vol une reducti ons.

So, just howutilities are actually acconplishing
decommi ssioning are quite a bit different than sone of the
assunptions that were nmade earlier.

MR. CAMERON. Ckay. Thanks, Steve.

Do we have anot her question? And, again, if you

could just state your nane and affiliation, if appropriate.
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Thank you.

M5. GOODMAN:.  Hello, I am Lynne Goodman with
Detroit Edison at Fermi 1. | think you nentioned that this
is going to cover all power reactors. | wanted to check
t hat out.

MR SCALETTI: Yes.

M5. GOCDMAN:  Because one of the weaknesses |
think that is in the current Environnmental |npact Statenent
is that there are sone power reactors that are not on the
list of who is explicitly covered and al so not on the |ist
of those that are explicitly not covered. | am | ooking
about the gas reactors, the sodiumreactors, that we do have
sonme shutdown facilities that | hope are very clearly
covered by the revision and suppl enent.

MR. CAMERON. Ckay, Dino, do you want to clarify
on that?

MR. SCALETTI: Thank you. W plan to --
obviously, the majority of the reactors out there are PWRs
and BWRs and, certainly, we are going to cover those in
detail. The gas, | mean Fort St. Vrain has been
decomi ssi oned and no | onger falls under this, under our
GEl S.

And can you identify what other reactors we are
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referring to?

MS. GOCDMAN: Peach Bottom and Fermi .

MR. SCALETTI: Ferm . OCh, Ferm, okay.

M5. GOCDMAN:  Ferm 1.

MR. SCALETTI: Okay.

MR. CAMERON. Peach Bottomand Ferm 1 if the
transcript didn't pick that up.

MR. SCALETTI: W plan to cover them

MR. CAMERON. COkay. Any other questions before we
go on to the next presentation? Yes, sir.

MR SIMPSON. | am Pat Sinpson with Comronweal t h
Edi son, and | just was wondering what the NRC s intent is
once the final EISis issued in ternms of what inpact that
woul d have on reactors that are already shut down, but not
having their licenses termnated yet at that point. What
woul d be the expectation for NRC and utilities to | ook at
the EI' S agai n?

MR SCALETTI: Well, for instance, Zion Station,
we have already reviewed the PSDAR agai nst the existing
Ceneric Environnmental |npact Statenent and the existing
Operating Environnmental |npact Statenent that was issued
back in the -- whenever it was issued, 1970s. | see no

intent to backfit these decommi ssioning reactors to try to
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force-fit theminto neeting the requirenents of the new

st at enent .

MR. CAMERON. You know, M chael, maybe besi des
what you were going to say, you or Dino mght expand a
l[ittle bit on that question and tell people what are the
potential ways that this GEIS may be used in NRC regul ati on.

DR. MASNIK: The GEIS is an inportant docunent
fromour perspective, fromthe point of view of
decommi ssi oni ng, because it sets an envel ope in which the
| icensee can decommission the plant. It sets nore or |ess
the environnmental limts. And if the licensee, for exanple,
proposes to make a change to the facility during
decommi ssioning that results in an environnmental inpact that
is outside the bounds of the Generic Environnental | npact,
then it has to get a review and approval approach, or has to
do an revi ew and approval approach.

So, it is inportant, what we are doing is we are
updating the GEI'S, okay. And what that will do will change
t he boundaries slightly based on the nore current
information. And we think that it will better define for
the public what the potential inpacts are for the plant.

We don't see that it is going to change things

much as far as the industry is concerned. Mbst |licensees in
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their screening of changes to the facility actually have a

requi renent to | ook at whether or not the action that they

are contenplating will exceed previously issued
Environnental |npact Statenments, and that will continue, and
t he envel ope will change slightly, and, hopefully, will be a

ot nore realistic than what we are operating under now,
whi ch is an outdated docunent.

MR. CAMERON. Adam did you have anything? Ckay.
Thanks, M ke.

Any ot her questions before we go on? Sone of
t hese questions may be further el aborated on after we are
done with Eva's presentati on.

Thank you very much, D no.

And Eva Hickey from Pacific Northwest National Lab
is now going to talk about the NRC s current reactor
decomi ssi oni ng process.

M5. HHCKEY: | amsorry, | don't think this
particul ar viewgraph is in your handout, but | wanted to
address the definition of decomm ssioning. But first |
would i ke to welconme you all. As Chip said, ny nane is Eva
Hi ckey, and | am from Pacific Northwest National Laboratory.
| amthe Task Manager and the team |l ead for the

mul tidisciplinary teamthat will be conducting the
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envi ronnmental eval uation and drafting the Generic

Envi ronnental | npact Statenent.

So, with that, next i would Iike to talk a little
bit about decomm ssioning in general. | would like to spend
a few m nutes discussing the background, the process of
react or decomnm ssi oni ng, the NRC requirenents, nethods of
decommi ssioning, activities that take place during
decomm ssi oni ng and sonme of the experience that we have seen
wi t h decomn ssi oni ng.

The definition of decomm ssioning is sinply the
safe renoval of a facility fromservice and the reduction of
residual radioactivity to a level that will permt
term nation of the |license.

In 1988, when the Ceneric Environnental | npact
St at enent was published, the NRC regulations at that tine
required that a conprehensive decomm ssioni ng plan be
witten when a nuclear power plant was at the end of their
life cycle. This plant was very conprehensive and required
that a conprehensive |ist of activities be defined. And in
the 1990s, NRC reassessed the value of this decomm ssioning
pl an.

Experi ence showed that -- two things. First,

early in the process, the licensees weren't really sure
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about the specific activities that would be conducted during

decomi ssioning. And the second thing observed was the
process early in decomm ssioning, those activities weren't
that different fromwhat was taking place at an operating
facility. And, therefore with these two ideas in mnd, NRC
deci ded that having the specific decomm ssioning plan was
not necessary.

So new requirenents were pronmulgated. And | am
going to talk through those a little bit, relating themto
t he deconmi ssioning process. First, early on, once a plant
has decided that it is going to permanently cease operation,
there are two certifications that the |licensee nust make,
and the first is that operations have permanently ceased,
and the second certification is that fuel has been renoved
fromthe reactor vessel. Once these two certifications have
been nmade, the licensee is no |onger authorized to put fuel
into that reactor and run it.

Now, the next thing that happens, and it is
required within two years after the |licensee has permanently
ceased operation is that a Post-Shutdown Activities Report
must be submtted to NRC. | amgoing to talk nore about
that in a mnute. But the PSDAR has several features to it.

It has a description of the planned decomi ssi oni ng
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activities, a schedule for these activities, a cost estinmte

and it addresses environnental inpacts.

To continue tal king about the deconm ssi oni ng
process, also, within two years of the decision to
permanently shut down, the utility nmust submt a
site-specific cost estimate. And this cost estimate will be
conpared with the decomm ssioning funds that the |icensee
has available, and if the cost estimate is higher than those
funds, then the |licensee nmust obtain additional funding to
ensure that deconm ssioning can be conpl et ed.

As decomm ssi oni ng progresses, and about two years
prior to when the license is to be term nated, the |icensee
must submit a license termnation plan. And in this plan
there will be a site characterization of the facility which
wi Il discuss the residual amounts of contam nation. It wll
descri be the remaining dismantl enent activities, plans for
site renmediation, and it will give the detailed plans for
the final radiological survey that is required.

Once decommi ssioning is conpleted, once the final
radi ol ogi cal survey has been performed, and once NRC finds
it acceptance, and that it neets the criteria for license
termnation, the license will be term nated, and NRC will no

| onger have oversight over that facility.
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kay. Let's go back to the Post- Shut down

Deconmi ssioning Activities Report, which I amgoing to cal
the PSDAR  This docunent nust be submtted within two years
of the decision to permanently cease operation. It has a
description, a general description of the planned

decommi ssioning activities. It has a schedule for the

m | estones for when these activities will be conpl eted, and
it has an estimte of the expected costs for
decomi ssi oni ng.

It al so has a discussion of the environnental
i mpacts, and this is with respect to the reasons for the
I i censee concluding that the environnental inpacts are
bounded by previously issued Environnental |npact
St at enent s.

Now, what is the purpose of the PSDAR? Well,
first, it provides a general overview of the deconm ssi oni ng
that the facility is going to undertake. And with the
schedul e of mlestones, it allows the NRC to determ ne when
they need to make major -- when they need to have safety
i nspections. And along with the schedul e and deci si on of
when to have safety inspections, it allows the NRC to
al l ocate appropriate resources to follow the safety of the

decommi ssi oni ng pl an.
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It requires the licensee to | ook at their

financial situation early on in the decomm ssioning process
to determ ne whether they need to secure additional funding.

And, finally, it ensures that decomm ssioning does
not result in any environnental inpact that has not
previ ously been consi dered.

Next, | would |like to discuss the nethods of
decomi ssioning. And in our revised CGeneric Environnental
| npact Statement we will be discussing four nethods. The
first two I will discuss in alittle nore detail, DECON and
SAFSTOR, but what | would like to nention first i s ENTOVB.
In the 1988 Generic Environnental I|npact Statenent it was
concl uded that ENTOVB probably was not a viable option for
decomm ssioning at that tinme, and the reason for this was
because NRC requires that decomm ssioning be conpl eted
wi thin 60 years of permanently ceasing operation of the
pl ant, and when you have an entonbed plant, that woul d not
be viable. You would not have the radi oactive materi al
removed within 60 years.

So the other two main nethods are DECON and
SAFSTOR. DECON is when the licensee starts their active
decontam nati on and di smantl enent shortly after they cease

operation. SAFSTOR is a nethod where the |licensee puts the
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plant in a safe and secure -- nmakes it safe and secure and

then stores it for sone period of time, and then they wll
conpl ete the decontam nation and di smantlenment at a | ater
time.

And then there is really a fourth method which is
a conbi nati on of DECON and SAFSTOR. And what NRC is finding
is that many sites are actually going through this
conbi nati on of DECON and SAFSTOR.

The typical activities that take place during
DECON are renoval of contam nation fromthe systens and the
structures, and as part of decontam nation, renoval of |arge
radi oacti ve conponents. The dismantl enent aspect of DECON
is renoval of piping and other smaller conponents, and in
sone cases actual renmoval of buildings. And transportation
of waste to storage facilities is one of the inportant
activities in DECON

In SAFSTOR, | will discuss tw types of
activities. First, the preparation for SAFSTOR, and in this
the licensee will deactivate systens. They will drain and
flush plant systens. And they will perform a radi ol ogi cal
assessnment, a historical assessnment, so that when they go
back to conplete the decontam nation and di smant| enment

portion of decomm ssioning, they will have a good historical
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basis for where the radiological naterials are.

Then, once the plant cones out of -- oh, no, | am
sorry, while the plant is actually in SAFSTOR, there will be
preventive and corrective mai ntenance on the buil dings and
i nsurance that the structural integrity is being nmaintained.

But | want to reiterate that SAFSTOR will al so, at
the end, go through a decontam nation and di smant| enment
activity.

Next, this was nmentioned earlier, 21 reactors have
shut down since 1963, and we have gained a | ot of
information, and will continue to obtain information from
these facilities as we devel op the Generic Environnental
| npact Statement suppl enment.

Two of the facilities have conpl eted
decont am nati on and di smantl| enment, and these facilities have
had their license term nated. There are six facilities that
are currently undergoi ng decontam nation and di smant| enent .
There are seven currently in long-termstorage, and two that
are planning long-term storage, although, actually, as of
| ast night, Zion has indicated that they are going into
|l ong-termstorage. So there is actually nine plants that
are in long-termstorage. And there are four plants that

are currently planning a conbi nati on of |ong-term storage
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and decont am nati on and di smant!| enent.

And to answer the question that was asked earlier,
yes, we are looking at all of the facilities, all the
different types of reactors. There are eight boiling water
reactors, there are 10 pressurized water reactors. There
are three other types of reactors. And these were all
reactors that had NRC | icenses at one tine, and they had
bet ween 23 negawatts, which was a very snmall reactor, up to
thirty-four-hundred-and-el even negawatt thernmal.

kay. The last discussion on deconm ssioning is
the license term nation process. And, as | described
earlier, a license termnation plan is submtted by the
|icensee two years prior to the |license being term nat ed.
And during this term nation process, soil renediation wll
take place. There will be a final radiation survey. And
t hen, once NRC has decided that the final survey is adequate
and that the criteria is net for release, then NRC wil|
termnate the |license.

Next, | would like to nove on to the environnmenta
impacts that we will look at in the Generic Environnental
| npact Statement. We have di scussed the nethods of
decommi ssioning, the activities that take place during

decommi ssioning in very general ternms. And what the PNL
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teamw |l do is look at all of the paraneters that woul d

affect the environnmental inpacts and, based on the nethods,
the type of plant, the location of the plant, how | ong the

pl ant was operated, how long it has ceased operation, and

then we will look at inpacts like those that up are on the
board. | amnot going to read themall. But radiol ogica
i mpacts will obviously be an inportant issue that we wll
ook at. Cost is an area we will look at. W wll |ook at

all of these, but some of these | just wanted to point out
wer e obvi ous, and we have seen changes between the 1988
CGeneric Environnental |npact Statenent and the one that we
are going to, the supplenent.

These inpacts listed up here are the ones that are
commonly eval uated in Environnmental |npact Statenents for
t he Nucl ear Regul atory Comm ssion when they foll ow the NEPA
process.

kay. Finally, we would like to invite your
comment. The conment, the scoping period is open through
July 15th. Comments can be provided by mail, in person or
e-mail to M. Dino Scaletti. H s phone nunber is on this
vi ewgraph, and outside the door is another infornmation sheet
that gives his address and his e-mail address.

And, so, with that, | think that you have heard
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enough fromus on what we are going to do. Now, we wel cone

your comrent on the scoping. Thank you.

MR. CAMERON. Thank you very nuch, Eva.

Let's see if there is questions on Eva's
presentation that we mght answer. And | would just also
rem nd you that the purpose of the scoping process is to get
suggestions and recommendati ons fromthe public on preparing
the Generic Environnental Inpact Statement. So if any of
you have suggestions on the process that we are using, or on
the types of inpacts, or on the alternatives that should be
considered. And, John, could you put that slide up that had
all of the typical categories of inpacts that are going to
be | ooked at, just so that people can -- it mght be useful
in ternms of seeing if anybody does have any comments on
ot her categories of inpacts, or specific types of inpacts
under these particul ar categories.

How about questions for us? Let's go to this
gentleman right here. O you don't have to have a questi on,
you can make a conment.

MR. BARNETTE: Oh, good. Jack Barnette, US EPA,
Region V, Chicago. On your Viewgraph Nunber 15, you talk
what is a PSDAR, and you nention activities and schedul e and

estimates of costs. The |ast one says discussion of
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environnmental inpacts. Can you get into that? That is

strictly radiological inpacts, is that correct?

M5. HI CKEY: Yes, because -- no? kay.

MR. CAMERON. M ke Masni k.

DR. MASNI K: Yeah. The thought there in the
rul emaki ng process was that what the agency needed was a
schedul e. What we needed was an idea of what the |icensee
plans to do. And then we thought, well, gee, we ought to
make sure that the |icensee thinks about how much it costs.
And then what we wanted to do was nmake sure in the decision
as to what exactly they planned to do during
decommi ssi oni ng, they shoul d consider the existing
envi ronnment al assessnment. That is not just radiological.
It | ooks, for exanple, at waste burial, volunmes, it wll
| ook at the radiol ogical, autbut it also includes
non-r adi ol ogi cal issues, too.

MR. BARNETTE: | have a second question.

MR. CAMERON. All right. And, MKke, you m ght

want to el aborate at some point on non-radiol ogi cal types of

issues to the extent that -- all right. Endangered speci es.
Things like -- | guess that m ght not be non-radiol ogical.
Anyway, | amgoing to |l et you ask your question.

MR. BARNETTE: The second question is on Viewgraph
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24, where you tal ked about what environnmental inpacts wll

be assessed, and you nentioned a whole list of things, |and
use and historical, et cetera. You had transportation.

What does nmean exactly? Does that nean transportation to
envi ronnmental nedia, or does that nean literally
transportation of wastes off site? Can you give nme sone
details on that?

M5. HI CKEY: What we are tal king about there is
the transportation of the waste primarily. But we would be
| ooki ng at any inpact fromany transportation that would
take place in decomm ssioning the facility.

MR. BARNETTE: Gkay. Wat | nean though is, okay,
you nean literally packing it on a truck or a railcar, that
type of transportation?

M5. HI CKEY: Yes.

MR. BARNETTE: kay.

MR. CAMERON. COkay. And let's try to use the
m crophone here. Do we have another -- did you have a
guestion, sir?

MR LITTLETON: Brian Littleton, I amwth the
EPA. Wen you speak, | guess, taking into account ecol ogy,
or the inpact ecology into devel opi ng the suppl enent al

Envi ronnental | npact Statenent, do you have any idea
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specifically either on how that, how you are going to

account for that?

M5. HICKEY: Well, | guess | don't want to say yes
at this point, because we are still doing that review \Wat
we will be looking at is the inpact to the site as it goes

t hrough the decomm ssioning process. One of the areas that
we specifically look at are threatened and endangered
speci es.

MR. LITTLETON. WII there be any type of
eval uati on on sone generic kind of site conditions such as
-- | nmean potential, | guess, ground water pathways that
m ght be avail able and that type of information, or wll
that have to be submitted, | guess, on a site-specific
basi s?

M5. HICKEY: No, that is one of the issues that we
will look at. And what we are going to do is determ ne
whether it is a CGeneric Issue. W are not saying in al
cases that these are Generic Issues. W are going to

eval uate and determ ne which issues are generic, and then we

will state the ones -- also, we will state the ones that are
non-generic and will require site-specific evaluation.
DR. MASNIK: One of the things, Brian, -- MKke

Masni k again -- is that, for exanple, one of the things that
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m ght occur deconmm ssioning is you m ght need a | aydown area

or a preparation area for |arge conponents, and that may

di sturb sone property around the plant. And that is the
kind of things, | think one of the things we are |ooking for
as far as ecol ogy.

Qobvi ously, many of the changes in the facility,
for exanple, eguat—key-packsaquatic inpacts, you no |onger
have | arge quantities of water being renoved fromthe water
cotrsesourse. We will look at that. That is change, it is
sonmet hing to be eval uat ed.

If we are | ooking at ground water pathways, |
think you are famliar enough with our process, you know
that there is a license termnation plan that is submtted
|ater on in the actual deconm ssioning process. And there
is where those very site-specific issues should be addressed
and would be. But | nean we will look at it in a general
way at this time, too. But those kinds of very
site-specific issues, it was nmentioned endangered speci es,
that is sonething we are not going to be able to -- we are
not going to be able to detail generically for all the
plants in the country. That is sonething clearly that has
to be a site-specific issue.

MR. LITTLETON. Where you find those things, you
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will lay out --

MR. CAMERON. Let's get you on the transcript

t here.

MR, LITTLETON. Where you find those things, you
will lay out specifically those things that maybe the
specific, | guess, site should provide information on that

i s under goi ng deconm ssi oni ng?

DR. MASNIK: Yes, that is the plan.

MR, LITTLETON: Al right.

MR. CAMERON. Good work if you can get it passing
this m crophone back and forth. Adam

MR. LEVIN. Adam Levin, Commonweal th Edi son. W
guestion may be a little premature, but | was curious of is,
as you put together this Environnental |npact Statenent, one
of the things that the |icensees need to do along the way is
to conmpare their environnmental situation going into
decommi ssioning with the results of this Environnenta
| npact Statement. And what | was wondering was, how are you
going to -- have you determ ned how you are going to sel ect
what woul d be various boundary conditions for each of these
envi ronnent al i npacts?

As an exanple, the volunme of waste that is

generated, how are you going to determ ne what boundary
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condition will be? Have you given sone thought to that?

M5. HI CKEY: Well, what we are planning to do, and
that is why we are going and collecting as nuch information
as we can fromthe sites that are undergoing
decomi ssi oni ng, so we can set some boundaries fromthat.
And in sone cases, it may be -- the bounding may not be
different than the original GEIS, and in sone cases we may
find that it is smaller or larger than what was in the
original GEIS. But what we are trying to do is take the
real information that we have now and provi de those
boundari es.

Does that answer your question?

MR. CAMERON. Adam do you have a recomrendati on
for us on then?

MR LEVIN. Well, | was thinking in ternms of, and,
really, it is froman anal ytical standpoint, but a couple of
things crossed ny mnd, and that is the exanple with the
wast e volume, using that as a boundary condition. One m ght
ei ther choose an average waste volune for all PWRs and
assign sonme sort of contingency on top of it, and say that
i s your boundary condition for waste vol unme, or one m ght
| ook across the popul ation of PWRs and the waste vol une that

i s generated and choose a risk-based nunmber such as a 90
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percent confidence level with a 90 percent probability that

you will be within that boundary.

So, | was, you know, a couple of things were going
through ny mind in terms of how you m ght set boundary
conditions that end up being the paraneters in your CElS.

MS. HI CKEY: Yeah, and | think that we have not --
we have thought about those, but we have not deci ded exactly
how we are going to handle that yet, because we haven't done
the full characterization of the environmental inpacts. And
| think we need to do that and lay that out before we can
deci de on an absol ute approach on how to put that in the
docunent .

MR. CAMERON. And, again, if any of you have
t hought s on or suggestions on these issues that you m ght
want to send in, in witing to us, it would be very hel pful.

Yes, sir.

MR. SUERVANN: Do you want ne to spell the nane
for the recorder?

MR. CAMERON. If it needs to be spelled.

MR. SUERMANN: My nane is John Suernmann, the |ast
name is S-u-e-r-ma-n-n. | amjust here as a private
citizen. | have two questions. Since you are working on

t he deconm ssioni ng aspect of the supplenent to the GEIS, is
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there a presunption on what is happening in the background

that the spent fuel has been renoved fromthe plant? 1In

ot her words, are you presuming it is stuck in an |ISFSI at
the site, which nmeans you are still going to be there after
the plant is deconm ssioned? How is that going to be
addressed in a CElI S?

And, secondly, will this supplenental CGEIS that
you are working on come up with preferred alternatives al ong
the lines of other EISs that | have seen for DOE type
actions?

M5. H CKEY: Ckay. To answer your first question
on the spent fuel, this docunent will not address the issues
of the fuel when it is in spent fuel storage, dry cask,
| SFSI. At least that is the current, our current
under standing of the scope. W are still talking about how
to handle the fuel as you take it out of the fuel pool and
put it into the ISFSI. Now, we may and probably w ||
address those environnent inpacts.

But, you know, we are still in the scoping process
and so we are still trying to figure out exactly the box
around this docunent.

MR. CAMERON. Do you have a recommendati on on t hat

scopi ng i ssue, John?
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MR. SUERVMANN:  Well, | haven't figured out ny

doctoral thesis in answering that question. But sonething
you have to consider is, if the utility renoves the fue
fromthe plant and can certify to the NRC that they are not
going to reload any nore, but they haven't opened Yucca
Mount ain, and you are left with keeping it on-site, and you
go to proceed to termnate the |license, what happens to the
control of the fuel in regard to that, when the plant has
al ready been decomm ssioned? That is one aspect of it.

M5. HICKEY: Well. GCkay. The ISFSI is |icensed
itself and so it will stay there and maintain its |license
until the fuel is renoved and taken to Yucca Muntain or
wherever it goes.

MR. CAMERON. M chael, do you want to add on to
t hat ?

And we still have a second question, right?

MR. SUERMANN:  Ri ght.

MR. CAMERON. All right.

DR MASNIK: | just want to anplify that typically
a licensee has two choices for dry storage. They can either
get a general license or a site-specific license. |If they
get a general |icense, they have to naintain a |icense under

Part 50. There can't be a situation where you have fuel and
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it is unlicensed sonmewhere, on the ground, sonewhere in this

country. So, what will happen is if they did have a general
license, they would have to convert it to a site-specific
license, and, in fact, that three or four acre area woul d be
licensed under Part 72 of our regul ations and woul d stay
there until there was a place to ship fuel, and it may be
for some tine.

What we are |l ooking at is the bal ance of the
pl ant, the actual reactor building, auxiliary building, fuel
building and main facility.

MR. CAMERON. Eva, do you recall the second
guestion?

MS. HI CKEY: No.

MR. CAMERON. Ckay. John, do you want to repeat
that for her?

M5. HI CKEY: | know the answer.

MR. SUERMANN: The second question is, when you do
the supplenent to the CEIS, is it going to produce preferred
alternatives along the lines of typical DOE related actions
that involve EISs, or is it just going to list a bunch of
activities that utilities can |ook at, and because of the
di versity between the type of reactors, it will not specify

what the preferred alternative with regard to
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decommi ssioning in general is?

M5. HI CKEY: Yeah, that is a good question. Now,
actually, in this case what we are tal king about, the action
i s deconm ssioning, and so the alternative would be not to
decommi ssion. And that is, even though that is an
alternative, because of the regul ations, that can't happen.
So that is why when | was -- instead of tal king about the
alternatives for the types of deconm ssioning, DECON or
SAFSTOR, ENTOMB, | called them nethods. And there will not
be a discussion of the preferred nethod of decomr ssioning.

W will have to address, because NEPA requires it,
alternatives, but the alternative would be not to
deconmi ssi on.

MR. CAMERON. Ckay.

M5. HI CKEY: Because the action is deconm ssioning
and, therefore, --

MR. CAMERON. |Is that -- do you want to follow up
on that, or does that --

MR. SUERMANN: That answers ny question, but |
have a third different question. | wll |let sonebody el se
go ahead.

MR. CAMERON. Ckay. We will cone back to you,

John. Let's go over here.
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MR. SI MPSON:  Pat Sinpson from Conmonweal t h Edi son

again. The question | have is, with some of the
t echnol ogi es and ot her things going on, the amobunt of waste
bei ng generated froma deconm ssioning site is |ess than
what had been experienced earlier in things, and the
guestion | have is, those earlier nunbers were found
acceptable in the 1988 Generic Environnental | npact
Statenent. Now, if the supplenment conmes out and it says the
new nunbers in these areas are |ower, would that necessarily
super sede what was found acceptable earlier? |1 amkind of
gray there in terms of if it was found acceptable earlier to
have | arger nunbers, why you would conme out and say now you
have got to use smaller nunbers?

M5. HHCKEY: | amgoing to let M ke answer that
one. That is a policy question.

MR. CAMERON. Ckay, M ke.

DR. MASNIK: That is a good question. | would
t hink that what NEPA requires is an honest eval uation, and |
think that if we cone up with sone nunbers that are | ower
than the earlier nunbers, that will redefine the boundary.
But | amnot sure that we are going to find a significant
change, but, you know, it is too early to tell

Now, renmenber, you know, the process is such that
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we do the analysis and then we cone out with a Draft

Environnental |npact Statenent, and then everybody can
comment on it. But |I think that we need to do an honest
evaluation. And it should be the agency's best guess as to
what the inpact would be. And if we find out it is
acceptable, then | think that would define the envel ope.

MR. CAMERON. All right. W are going to go up
here and then we are going to go to Dale, and we will cone
back to John. Yes, sir.

MR. AKER  Rock Aker, A-k-e-r, with Conmonweal th
Edi son. This actually is a bit of a followup fromthe
guestion that the gentleman from EPA asked. The categories
that were evaluated in the '88 CGEIS did cover sone
non-radi ol ogi cal hazards, contam nants, whatnot, but
somewhat by definition, the NRCis the nost interested in
t he radi ol ogi cal inplications of deconmm ssioning. | mean
ultimately you have to presune, prove that a site is clean
before your site is released. And to sone extent these are,
oh, by the way, other evaluations are explored and
eval uat ed.

Clearly, we are seeing in the industry that there
i s anot her federal agency involved, or can be involved in

the final and ultimate rel ease of the site, and that is the



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

86
EPA, obviously. And particularly, | would say in view of

the fact that there are sonme critical issues that the NRC
and EPA aren't shaking their heads the sane way at the sane
time about, | would strongly encourage that this revised
docunent try to incorporate as much as possible the kind of
non-radi ol ogi cal contam nants that, frankly, the EPA has
interest in, get their participation, and buy into at |east
the categorization, and even, if you can, sonme of the
boundary conditions, because, as a licensee, that is
ultimately going to nake it much easier for us, because,
ot herwi se, we nmay have the problemthat we woul d be rel eased
fromsite |icense by the NRC and then conme under EPA
scrutiny, and perhaps appropriately so. So that is ny
coment .

M5. HI CKEY: Thank you. | appreciate the conment.

DR. MASNIK: M ke Masni k, again. | appreciate the
comment and | want you to know that | am happy to see that
we have three EPA fol ks here, one from headquarters, which
know Brian now from about, what, about six or eight neetings
al ready. But we have been working with EPA and it is our
fondest hope that we get a docunent we are all confortable
with.

MR. CAMERON. And | guess that, Mke, are there
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other efforts that the agency is making outside of this
Ceneric Environnmental Inpact Statenent to try to devel op
sonme consistency with EPA on these particular issues, right?
kay.

Let's go to Dale.

MR. RANDALL: Hi, | amDbDale Randall with the State
of Maine. M question follows on to a response that M ke
Masni k made earlier when he said that site-specific issues
will be addressed in the LTP. | guess ny question is, are
non-radi ol ogi cal inpacts, per NEPA, intended to be
addressed? |Is that what was nmeant by that conment?

DR MASNIK: | wanted to say that many
site-specific issues would be addressed in the |icense
term nation plan, but not all. For exanple, endangered
species issues. | nean whenever a licensee finds an
endanger ed species that m ght be inpacted, they are
required, and we are required to take sone action as well.
So, | didn't want to give you the inpression that it was
just at the license term nation plan.

The license term nation plan stage requires the
| icensee to update their site-specific environnmental report,
and when they do that, that report requires themto | ook at

the whole suite of inpacts. It is not just related to
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exposure, you know, radiological issues and radiol ogical

exposure. So, the answer to your question is, yes, it does
require it.

MR. CAMERON. COkay. M chael, you had questions
bef ore about why the NRC was doing this, and we alluded to
the fact that possibly sonme of the information that was
devel oped during the course of the neeting m ght provide a
better answer to that. Do you still have any questions on
why we are undertaking this particular effort?

MR. KLEBE: No, | have a better understandi ng of
why.

MR. CAMERON. Ckay. John, third question.

MR. SUERMANN: If you don't already plan, when you
do the supplenent to the GEI'S, perhaps you shoul d consi der
what type of docunent you are going to apply to the
I i censees when they have to do the decontani nation surveys.
For exanple, if you are going to use the MARSSI M process
that is used for other facilities right now, instead of
having to come up with a specific thing for power reactors
relative to this supplenental docunent, can you build on
sonet hing that the NRC al ready has that maybe has been
fleshed out in its use by that tinme, as opposed to

reinventing the wheel ?
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MR. CAMERON. Are we going to you on this one,

M ke?

DR. MASNI K: The agency was part of the -- well,
it was intimately involved in the devel opnment of MARSSI M
and that is what we use now for review ng |icense
term nation plans. So we are not going to -- we are not
even going to address that to any great extent, because that
is the standard by which we develop a site -- a final site
survey to determ ne whether or not the site can be rel eased.

MR. CAMERON. COkay. While people are thinking
about other comments or recommendations for us, or
guestions, we did have one person sign up to nake a formnal
statenent. And, Lynne, would you like to do that now? Do
you want to come up to the m ke, or do you want to use this
one? It is up to you.

M5. GOODMAN.  Well, | just have one nore question.

MR. CAMERON. All right.

M5. GOODMAN:  Lynne Goodnman from Detroit Edi son
again. | have one nore question on whether or not this wll
be considered in the supplenent, and that is the existing
Environnental |npact Statenment briefly di scussed rel ease of
a portion of the facility before the final term nation of

the license. | was wondering whether or not the suppl enment
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will further discuss that, whether it would be rel ease of a

buil ding, or release of a portion of the facility.

DR MASNIK: Partial site release is an
interesting problemthat the agency has been kind of thrust
in because of a potential sale of a portion of the Oyster
Creek site. Just within the last two nonths the staff put
t oget her a Comm ssi on paper, which is before the Conm ssion
right now, on a nethod of releasing a portion of the site.
That Conmmi ssion paper will generate a staff requirenents
meno probably in the next couple of weeks that will be
direction fromthe Conm ssion towards the staff based on
t hi s paper.

The paper is a proposed rul emaki ng plan, and what
the staff had proposed to the Conm ssion was a met hod of
rel ease of property, and that that method woul d be devel oped
inarule that would go out for public corment. And ny
understanding is that we should hear sonmething in the next
coupl e of weeks on that. Partial site release is an issue
that will be touched upon in the GEIS. But | think that,
hopefully, if things go the way we hope it will, we wll be
a lot further along on partial site release this tine next
year.

MR. CAMERON. How about other questions, other
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recommendations to the NRC in preparing this? Let's go to

EPA.

MR. LITTLETON. This is a question, | have ny, |
guess, own interpretation of this, understanding of this,
but I wanted to request a clarification. If the NRC, in
doi ng this supplenental Environmental |npact Statenent does
define, let's say, a smaller envel ope, does that hold all,
guess, all wutilities to, | guess, not having levels, let's
say, waste levels, if we are tal king about waste | evels,
waste | evel s that exceed the envel ope that is defined?
Maybe a little bit of explanation on that process from your
poi nt of view could help out sone of the facilities.

DR. MASNIK: | think what you are asking is the
i ssue of grandfathering. |In other words, if the new Generic
Environnental |npact Statenent cones up with a tighter
envel ope, would it necessarily apply to those facilities
t hat are undergoi ng decomn ssioning at the present tinme? 1Is
t hat the question?

MR. LITTLETON:. That is one way to --

DR. MASNIK: Ckay. It is a good question. | am
not sure that the Comm ssion has made a decision on that
issue. And | think that is sonmething that, you know, we

have tal ked about it sonme, but we really have nade a
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deci si on.

Now, | want you to know that | think that what we
have seen, and let's take waste volunes, is that we were off
by quite a bit in the original estinmate, and that the
utilities that are actively shipping waste now are
significantly bel ow that nunber. So, | amnot sure that
even if the Conm ssion nade the decision not to grandfather
I icensees that woul d necessarily be a problemfor any
licensee at the current rate of shipnent, but | can't be
sure until we do the assessnent and | ook at the nunbers.

MR. CAMERON:. Ckay. Thank you, M ke.

Dino, did you want to add anything on that?

MR. SCALETTI: | believe that he is stating that
if soneone falls outside the envel ope that we devel op for
the Generic Environnental |npact Statenment, how would it be
handl ed? Now, if it fell outside the envelope, then it
woul d require, nore than likely, a site-specific analysis
for that particular site.

MR. CAMERON. (Ckay. Thanks for that
clarification, Dino.

Does anybody el se have a question or a comment? |
woul d note that, again, the witten comment period is open,

and, also, after we formally adjourn the neeting, the NRC
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staff and contractors are going to be here. So, if you want

totalk informally, please take advantage of that.

Yes, Lynne.

M5. GOODMAN:.  Lynne Goodnan, again. | have got
one followup question fromthe | ast question. [|f, other
t han the boundari es changing, if the nethodol ogi es you are
eval uating are different than what was originally assuned,
let's just say you see that all plants currently
decommi ssioning are pulling out their steam generators
whol e, would that be what you woul d set up as being the
nmet hodol ogy for the Environnental |npact Statenent
suppl emrent, or would you evaluate both that sonme people may
cut themup in the future, even those currently
decomm ssioning are pulling them out whol e?

M5. HI CKEY: Wat we will do is look at a variety
of the ways the activities nmay be conducted. And | don't
think that we would hold that -- | guess we would | ook at
t he boundary inpact. So, if renoving the steam generator
whol e was the bounding inpact, but if you sectioned it as
you took it out, it was |less inpact, then the nore boundi ng
i mpact would be the one we woul d address.

DR. MASNIK:  You know, it is an interesting

guestion, but at many neetings years ago | used to say that,
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gee, people would ask nme, what woul d be an exanpl e of

sonet hing that wasn't covered by the GEIS? And | woul d say,
wel |, what if someone decided to explosively drop the
reactor building? And | thought that was sonething that was
so far outside the bounds of reason that it would be -- it
would illustrate a good exanple. | amnot so sure that that
hasn't been considered by sone folks lately.

So what we will try to do is provide an envel ope.
And if it is clearly outside the bounds of that envel ope,
then we woul d have to do a site-specific assessnent. That
is the best way | can answer the question.

MR. CAMERON. And M ke and Eva, we are | ooking for
any suggestions on alternatives that we should -- that we
m ght generically consider. So, does anybody have any
suggestions in terns of alternatives that you haven't heard
about tonight that the NRC should | ook at?

[ No response. ]

MR. CAMERON. All right. 1Is it Paul? No. You
can still go ahead.

MR. SI MPSON:. Pat Sinpson again with Commonweal th
Edison. | don't really have any earth-shattering ideas of
how to deconm ssion a plant, but | guess | have a comment in

terms of methodol ogy for this supplenmental study in that
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t here appears to be some anobunt of concern about changi ng

t he envel ope and what inpact that woul d have on peopl e that
are under goi ng decomm ssioning. | guess ny comment woul d
be, if the scope of the study is supposed to be eval uating
| essons | earned and experience gained fromthe reactors that
have undergone decommi ssi oni ng, then use your existing study
as a baseline and then provide supplenents to it in the
areas that have been changed or are being done differently,
and provide additional information, versus just scrapping
t he baseline study and then conming up with a new envel ope.
That way, people that are currently undergoing
decommi ssi oni ng renmai n envel oped and peopl e that nay be
eval uating how to do deconm ssioning in the future will have
nore up-to-date information

But it gets back to the issue of you found
accept abl e several years ago. |If there is no basis for
saying it is unacceptable now, you shouldn't be changing
what is or isn't unacceptable just because |icensees are
able to utilize better technology to do different things,
and that sort of is a negative incentive for certain people
to do things better. And, so, | guess that would be nmy only
cooment, is if we found the envel ope accept abl e before,

let's leave it there and nodify it is in different areas if
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sonething |i ke separation or segnentation of the steam

generators or vessels is different, naybe add additi onal
information in terns of what could be expected, but not to
force people to do that in the future, or not do that just
because you have revised the envel ope.

M5. HHCKEY: | think that is a good point. And |
t hi nk what we woul d have to do is defend why an
envi ronnment al inpact that was consi dered acceptabl e before
is no | onger acceptable.

MR. CAMERON. It seens like there is -- not only
you, Pat, but others have raised this concern, and | guess |
woul d ask the NRC staff whether the Generic Environnental
| npact Statement will explicitly address this issue about
howit wll affect the status quo. And, Mke, | don't know
if you want to say anything on that now, or perhaps you

al ready have sai d enough.

DR. MASNIK: | think what you said is a good idea.
We need to look intoit. | think that, as | nentioned
earlier, | think as time goes on and the technol ogy gets

better, we should realistically evaluate what the inpacts
are. But at the sane tinme, | understand the point that we
can't constantly tighten the envel ope which may have the

detrinental effect of putting us in a situation where we
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m ght be changing the waste volune only to result in a

| arger inpact on worker exposure, let's say. And that is
sonmet hing we need to | ook at.

MR. CAMERON. (Ckay. Let's go back to -- it is
Rock?

MR AKER  Rock Aker with Commonweal th Edi son. A
guestion regardi ng your evaluation of costs going forward.
WIIl any part of that deal with the changes virtually state
by state in deregulation of the electric industry?

M5. HHCKEY: | will let Steve handl e that question
since he is our cost --

MR. CAMERON. COkay. W are going to go over to

Steve. Inplications of deregul ation.
MR, SHORT: |In our cost analysis, we will |ook at
a reasonable way of -- we are going to | ook at reasonable

ways of decomm ssioning plants and devel op reasonabl e
estimates of what we think it would take to deconm ssion
usi ng those net hodol ogi es. That m ght include using vendors
for waste processing, that will reduce the cost of waste
processi ng and generation and that kind of stuff.
Specifically, with deregul ation of the nuclear
power industry, | don't foresee at this point inpacting the

cost anal ysis based on how deregul ati on m ght proceed, since
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| don't know howto -- | don't know how | woul d address

that. Okay.

MR. CAMERON. Rock, did you want to nmake a
recommendati on on how the NRC m ght address that particul ar
i ssue?

MR AKER: | would love to, but that would be ny
Ph.D. thesis. Al | would say, it is certainly premature
until we get a better idea of what this docunent is going to
ook like. M only point is it certainly is going to have
substantial econom c inpact across the country, so you ought
to at |east factor that in.

MR. CAMERON. We are going to go to the other
doctoral student.

Now, John, did you have anot her question, conment?
Let's stop on the way at Dal e.

MR. RANDALL: Dale Randall with the State of
Maine. | amlooking at Slide 23, which is up on the
vi ewgraph, and bearing in mnd that it is a scoping neeting,
is this the proposed scope of the current docunment?

M5. HI CKEY: These are the inpacts that we are
proposing to | ook at, and part of the scoping is to decide
whet her there is additional inpacts that we should | ook at.

MR. RANDALL: So you m ght change those then in
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response to a comment?

M5. H CKEY: Right. Exactly.

MR. RANDALL: Ckay. Thank you.

MR. CAMERON. Ckay. John.

MR. SUERMANN: My question will build on the one
that M. Aker just asked. Wen you |look at the itemor the
bul l et | abel ed "Costs" on the current slide on the
vi ewgraph, is the GEI'S process going to | ook at the inpact
of when a |licensee submts its decomm ssioning plan, that if
it doesn't have enough noney in its current funding profile,
| believe Eva said earlier that the NRC could require the
|icensee to have to go and get additional funding. |If you
stop and think about that for a mnute, howis the utility
going to go out and get capital funding in the marketpl ace
for an asset which is now non-performng, to pay for the
cost of deconm ssioning sonet hi ng?

If that is not considered in the GEIS, then
sonebody needs to | ook at it, because you are going to
handi cap the utilities saying they have to have nore funds
to decomm ssion, and what kind of quid pro quo are they
going to bring to financial markets to get the noney to do
this when they going to have a non-perform ng asset?

MR. CAMERON. | guess there is two issues there.
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One is should that be, and how should it be addressed in the

CGEIS? And there is also the separate question, | don't know
if we have the information on that, is outside of the GEIS,
how woul d that situation be handl ed?

MR, SHORT: First off, | guess, you know, Zion is
a good exanple of this. Zion is a reactor power plant that
didn't have sufficient funds to do the deconm ssioning, and
so they chose to go to SAFSTOR partly for that reason

The GEIS will not tell a utility which of those
nmet hodol ogies to use. So while we probably need to address
it sonehow and in sone way, in the end | don't think the NRC
will be telling, inthe GEIS that a utility that needs to
go out and procure the funds to do i nmedi ate di smant| enent.

MR. CAMERON. Ckay. Anybody want to add anyt hing
on the issue generally, even outside the GEIS, as to what
happens in a situation |like that?

DR MASNIK: | think the question is kind of
taking a turn here. But you are aware, of course, that
| i censees have a fund and they continually add to it. And
the concern very often is for prematurely shutdown pl ants.
The plan is that at the tine that the facility ceases
operation, there should be enough noney in the fund.

Now, what we have dealt with, except in possibly
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one case, is facilities that prematurely shut down. | think

we have spent a lot of time and effort on being concerned
about costs at nuclear power plants for decomm ssioning and
assuring that the noney is there. This is a personal
opinion, so far it hasn't been a problem Now, there are
| icensees that may choose to go into SAFSTOR to build up the
fund, but even in those situations where |icensees hadn't
conpl etely funded the fund, and chose to begin active
di smantl ement, and a good exanple for that is Trojan, they
have been able to cone up with Letters of Credit and noney
to finish the job

So | amnot sure that it is as big a concern as we
once thought. But it is a concern still, and it is a
concern that we will address. So, if that helps at all.

MR. CAMERON. G eat. Thanks, M ke.

Lynne.

M5. GOODMAN: W I the cost -- Lynne Goodman.
WIl the cost work that is being done for this CEIS feed
back al so to the other regul ati ons about adequate fundi ng?
s the cost study going to be totally redone and then
revisited there?

MR. CAMERON. M ke, you might want to al so address

the generic issue of how -- what inplications does the CGEI S
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have for changes in regul ations?

DR MASNIK: It is not our intent to use the GEI S
as a basis for changing 50.72 -- 75 -- 50.75, which
establ i shes the generic anount of noney that a |icensee
needs to put aside to assure that there is adequate funds
for deconm ssioning. So the answer is no.

MR. CAMERON. Anybody el se before we adjourn for
t oni ght ?

[ No response. ]

MR. CAMERON:. | would just thank Eva for her
presentation and thank all of you. And | would ask M ke, as
the senior NRC official, | believe, if he has anything that
he wants to add to cl ose the neeting.

DR MASNIK: This is the first one of these that
we have held, and we weren't sure what we were going to get
out of the nmeeting. And I think all of us fromthe NRC w ||
go hone toni ght and say, gee, we got a |lot of good questions
and we got a |l ot of good conmments. And I am now | ooki ng
forward to the next three neetings, because | think we wll
continue to get good questions and comments. And | think we
will end up with a docunment that is a |lot better than we
woul d have ever been able to generate on our own.

So, | guess thank all of you for comng and I am
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glad that we have had this time to question how we are goi ng

to go about doing this. It is a pretty big task. | think
it is turning out to be a | ot bigger than we had expected.
So, thank you very nuch for com ng tonight.

MR. CAMERON. Thank you. W are adjourned.

[ Wher eupon, at 8:40 p.m, the neeting was

concl uded. ]



